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Introduction
The impact of beauty, more precisely of subjective perceptions of physical attractiveness, on labor market outcomes has received increasing attention during last years (e.g., Hamermesh and Biddle, 1994; Hamermesh et al., 2002; French, 2002; Mobius and Rosenblat, 2006; Fletcher, 2009 ). In addition to the naive interest in physical attractiveness and popular discussion of the beauty myth, an economic interest arises in the context of productivity as well as statistical and taste discrimination (Hamermesh and Biddle, 1994) . 1 First, physical attractiveness might be positively correlated with non-cognitive or social skills (e.g., higher self-esteem) and sympathy feelings (e.g., better working climate), which increase workers and co-workers productivity In line with the above considerations, previous studies for Canada, China, and the U.S. have indeed found that more attractive people earn on average higher wages (e.g., Hamermesh and Biddle, 1994; Hamermesh et al., 2002; French, 2002; Fletcher, 2009 
Data and Variables
The used data is the 2008 cross section of a German General Social Survey named ALLBUS (Terwey, 2000) . More than 3000 individuals across Germany are asked several questions about employment, income, education, social and political behavior etc. in personal interviews. Of special interest for this study are three variables about the physical attractiveness of the interviewed person. First, the interviewer rates the physical attractiveness of the respondent at the start (first impression) and at the end of an interview. Second, the respondent is asked how he would rate his attractiveness. All three ratings (interviewer at start, interviewer at end, self-rating) have identical coding ranging from one for very unattractive to eleven for very attractive. Even though interviewer ratings as well as self-ratings are subject to a subjectivity bias, they include valuable information because perceived and not objective attractiveness should actually influence labor market outcomes. Self-ratings might further suffer from a comparison bias because individuals are likely to choose comparison groups that make them feel better (Falk and Knell, 2004 ), e.g., average attractive people compare themselves with less attractive people and not with more attractive people. Nevertheless, such self-ratings as proxies for self perceptions are meaningful in the context of non-cognitive skills such as confidence (French, 2002) . Table 1 contains basic descriptive information about the attractiveness variables of employed workers. Differences between interviewer ratings at the start and at the end of an interview are small. Such a comparison is still useful, because it can be seen that the interviewer perceives the respondent on average as slightly more attractive after the interview has been finished.
Furthermore, the standard deviations of ratings at end of an interview are smaller suggesting that more extreme first impressions are mitigated during the interview. More impressive are however the differences between interviewer and self-ratings. Respondents perceive themselves on average as significant less attractive than the interviewer does.
-Insert Table 1 about here.
The dependent variables in the subsequent econometric models are a binary employment status variable, for which a Probit model is applied, and the log monthly net labor income, for which ordinary least squares (OLS) is applied. In addition to the attractiveness variables, the estimates for employment probabilities include a female dummy, secondary schooling and college degrees, age, squared age, and a regional dummy for Eastern Germany. The earnings functions control additionally for ten working hours categories, which is important because the dependent variable is based on monthly income and not on hourly wages. The "employment probability sample" as well as the "earnings sample" contain only German individuals aged between 18 and 65 years.
The "earnings sample" is further restricted to employed workers with a labor income of at least 400 Euros per month. Descriptive statistics for the "earnings sample" are presented in Table 1 . Table 2 presents absolute marginal effects on the employment probability obtained from binary Probit estimates. The results for attractiveness rated by interviewer at start and end of an interview are virtually identical and jointly discussed (specifications (1) and (2)). A one point higher attractiveness rating on the eleven point scale is associated with an approximately three percentage point higher employment probability. This effect is quite sizeable. A five point difference in attractiveness has for example the same impact as being female or having a college degree. The marginal effects of self-rated attractiveness (specifications (3)) are also positive and significant but about one percentage point smaller in size than effects of interviewer ratings.
Econometric Results

Employment Effects
Separate estimates for men and women show that the effects of all attractiveness variables are positive and significant for both genders and somewhat larger for men than for women.
-Insert Table 2 about here.
Mean Linear Wage Effects
The results for the log linear earnings functions are presented in Table 3 . Since attractiveness enters the earnings functions in a linear fashion, the estimated coefficients are the mean linear effects of attractiveness on wages. Attractiveness ratings by interviewer have statistical significant and sizeable positive effects. Workers, who get a one point higher attractiveness rating on the eleven point scale, earn on average about three percent higher monthly income. The rates of return to attractiveness are larger for men than for women. The estimated effects are also larger for interviewer ratings at start (specifications (1)) than at end of an interview (specifications (2)).
Self-rated attractiveness has a significant positive effect on female but not on male wages (specifications (3)). Including both interviewer ratings and self-ratings in one equation leads to estimated coefficients that are virtually identical for the interviewer rating at the start of an interview and not significantly different from zero for the two other attractiveness ratings. 2 The overall results indicate that the first impression other people have about a person's attractiveness are most important in explaining variance of earnings.
-Insert Table 3 about here.
Mean Non-Linear Wage Effects
The previous earnings regressions for men and women are re-estimated with an additional squared term of the attractiveness rating. Based on these results, predicted log income profiles for an average worker conditional on attractiveness ratings are plotted in Figure 1 for men and in Figure 2 for women. Male profiles are concave and virtually identical for interviewer ratings at start and end of an interview. The concavity implies that wage punishment for unattractiveness is larger than wage premium for attractiveness. This interpretation becomes even stronger if one reconsiders that average male attractiveness rated by interviewer is about 7.8 and hence quite 7 close to the maximum of the profile. Moreover, interviewer ratings have a larger impact on male earnings than self-ratings. The profiles for women are rather linear and do not differ significantly between the different attractiveness measures. It can also be seen that profiles are steeper for men than for women.
-Insert Figure 1 about here.
-Insert Figure 2 about here.
Heterogeneous Wage Effects Across Wage Distribution
The previous earnings regressions estimated mean wage effects of attractiveness. To extend the perspective on the entire wage distribution, I estimate simultaneous quantile regressions for the 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 0.90, and 0.95 quantiles based on the complete sample. Table 4 contains the results of the estimated coefficients for attractiveness ratings. 3 The impact of attractiveness rated by interviewer is slightly larger in higher wage quantiles, whereas the evidence is not clear cut for self-rated attractiveness. The overall results show positive rates of return to attractiveness across the entire wage distribution.
-Insert Table 4 about here.
Conclusion
Main results of this research note are: (1) More attractive people are on average more likely to be employed and earn on average higher wages. The effects are statistically significant and quite sizeable. (2) The estimated effects of interviewer ratings are in general larger for men than for women, whereas self-ratings have larger effects among women. (3) Attractiveness rated by other people, in our case the interviewer, has a larger impact than self-rated attractiveness. (4) The wage effects of attractiveness are non-linear for men, which implies that wage punishment for unattractiveness is larger than wage premium for attractiveness, and linear for women. (5) The wage effects of attractiveness are positive across the entire wage distribution. Age squared / 100 -0.0889*** -0.0844*** -0.0865*** -0.0899*** -0.0858*** -0.0870*** -0.0905*** -0.0883*** -0.0850*** (0 Notes: Binary ML-Probit, marginal effects at means. Standard errors in parentheses. Marginal effects significant at * 10%, ** 5%, and *** 1%. 
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